THE DISMISSAL  OF A GOVERNMENT

ignore. If he selects because of the vehemence of the Opposition, he
invites all Oppositions to be vehement.

The Home Rule Bill differed from some other Government decisions
in that, once accepted, its policy could hardly be reversed. It would not
have been practicable for the Conservatives to have abolished Home
Rule if the war had not intervened and they had taken office in 1915.
In this it was not so exceptional as was sometimes argued. Nearly every
decision of foreign policy or of Commonwealth or colonial policy,
every constitutional change, and even such a matter of internal policy
as the imposition of a general tariff or a fundamental modification of the
system of taxation, is of a kind that cannot immediately be reversed.
Home Rule had been a policy of the Liberal party from 1886 to 1910
even if, as the Conservatives alleged, it was not specifically submitted
to the country in 1910. But, even if a fundamental change of policy is
made without a 'mandate',1 all the considerations urged by Mr Asquith
suggest that it is not for the King to intervene, except by warnings and
protests. It is inevitable that a Sovereign who dismisses ministers or
compels them to resign should be regarded as the ally of the Opposition,
and as such be made the subject of attack.2

George V did his very best in 1913-14 to exercise his functions
impartially; but he was not impartial because, like everybody else in his
kingdom, he was affected by the strong emotions prevailing. His
principal advisers. Lord Stamfordham and Lord Esher, were in all
essentials Conservatives and the latter quite openly. They agreed with
Mr F. E. Smith that 'Ulster will fight', and they were by no means
certain that he was wrong to add 'and Ulster will be right'. Both the
King and Mr Asquith admitted the right to dismiss ministers and, as
a matter of right, it cannot be denied: but if there had been neither
agreement between the parties nor war and the King had dismissed
ministers, there would probably have grown up a strong republican
party.

The Queen's function is, it is suggested, to see that the Constitution
functions in the normal manner. It functions in the normal manner so

1 Below, pp. 503-9.

* As the Archbishop of Canterbury said, it would be 'gambling in the most dangerous
manner, with the King as Stakes'. Life of Randall Davidson, I, pp. 626-7.
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